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that office expressly in his behalf), entered Italy at the head
of the army from Gaul. He had been summoned to his aid
by the late Emperor, Gallus ; but, arriving too late for his
support, he determined to avenge him. Both JEmilianus

of pure verbal pedantry or a mere titular decoration of honour (as if a
modern prince should create a person Arch-Grand-Elector, with no
objects assigned to his electing faculty); or else, if it really meant to
revive the old duties of the censorship, and to assign the very same
field for the exercise of those duties, it must be viewed as the very
grossest practical anachronism that has ever been committed. We
mean by an anachronism, in common usage, that sort of blunder when
a man ascribes to one age the habits, customs, or the inalienable
characteristics of another. This, however, may be a mere lapse of
memory as to a matter of fact, and implying nothing at all discredit-
able to the understanding, but only that a man has shifted the
boundaries of chronology a little this way or that ; as if, for example,
a writer should speak of printed books as existing at the day of Agin-
court, whereas that battle [A.D. 1415] preceded the invention of printing
by nearly thirty years, or of artillery as existing in the first Crusade.
Here would be an error, but a very venial one. A far worse kind of
anachronism, though rarely noticed as such, is where a writer ascribes
sentiments and modes of thought incapable of co-existing with the sort
or the degree of civilisation then attained, or otherwise incompatible
with the structure of society in the age or the country assigned. For
instance, in Southey's Don lioderick there is a cast of sentiment in the
Gothic King's remorse and contrition of heart which has struck many
readers as utterly unsuitable to the social and moral development of
that age, and redolent of modern Methodism. This, however, we
mention only as an illustration, without wishing to hazard an opinion
upon the justice of that criticism. But even such an anachronism is
less startling and extravagant when it is confined to an ideal repre-
sentation of things than where it is practically embodied and brought
into play amongst the realities of life. What would be thought of a
man who should attempt, in 1833, to revive the ancient office of Fool,
as it existed down to the reign of Henry VIII in England ? Yet the
error of the Emperor Deems was far greater, if he did in sincerity and
good faith believe that the Rome of his times was amenable to that
licence of unlimited correction, and of interference with private affairs,
which Republican freedom and simplicity had once conceded to the
Censor. In reality the ancient Censor, in some parts of his office, Was
neither more nor less than a compendious legislator. Acts of attainder,
divorce bills, &c., illustrate the case in England ; they are cases of
law, modified to meet the case of an individual; and the Censor,
having a sort of equity jurisdiction, was intrusted with discretionary
powers for reviewing, revising, and amending, pro re nata, whatever
in the private life of a Roman citizen seemed, to his experienced eye,
alien to the simplicity of an austere Republic; whatever tended to
excess in household expenditure, according to their rude notions of